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A CONSIDERATION OF THE CREDIBILITY OF 
THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE BIBLE 


IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO ESTIMATE how many 
times we have been asked, “Since you believe in the 
inspiration and inerrancy of the Bible, how do you 
explain its statement that Adam was created in 4004 
B. C., when Science has proved that the earth has ex- 
isted for hundreds of millions of years?” To which 
question we always reply in the words of this paper, 
which is now sent forth to help all those who really 
desire to study the question, and thus arrive at the 
truth of the matter. The great trouble with the aver- 
age person today is almost universal willingness to 
be blinded by prejudice, and the extreme unwilling- 
ness to enter into mental exercise on any subject 
what so ever. We hear a statement made a certain 
number of times, and that statement is accepted by 
us entirely on the basis of belief in the repetition of 
that statement, and soon we hold that secondhand 
opinion so tenaciously that even evidence is unable 
to sway us! 

We make no apologies for the Bible, nor do we 
ever hesitate to state our belief in its Divine origin 
and infallible nature. We accept the original auto- 
graphs as coming directly from God to men by means 
of the Holy Spirit, and hold that belief on the basis 
of evidence we are always ready to give to any man 
that asks a reason for this faith. Yet we recognize 
the fact of translation and the question of versions, 
and are not blind to the fruitful field of study these 
questions offer. 

A short time ago we were talking to an elderly 
woman who called us sharply into question because 
we said the dates in the margin of the English Bible 
were not inspired, as was the text, as those dates had 
been inserted by the editor and printer in the year 
1611 A.D. or some fifteen centuries after the Bible 
was completed! After vainly attempting to show us 
the error of our ways, this dear old lady, whose zeal 
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was certainly in excess of her knowledge, said, 
“Why, in a minute you will be telling me that the 
synopses at the head of the chapters are not inspired 
either!”” When we assured her they also were the 
words of scholars who edited the Book as it is now 
printed, she gave us up entirely, as being too herer- 
dox for redemption! 

On the other side of the question are the simple 
souls who receive as absolute gospel every wild guess 
that is uttered by any scientific fanatic in the sacred 
name of geology! Five million years, fifty million 
years, or even five hundred million years are all the 
same to that type of intelligence, and with a cred- 
ulity that puts to shame the most gullible religion- 
ist the earth has ever seen, they swallow the most un- 
reasonable, improbable and unprovable statements 
of earth-age that inflamed imagination can produce. 
With neither of these extreme schools do we find our- 
selves in sympathy, but find our mental companion- 
ship in that vast body of sane thinkers who accept 
the proved facts of chronology, and hold fast only 
‘what has been proved. But if one is to act on faith 
alone, in which sphere shall that faith function? In 
the Book that has successfully withstood every criti- 
cal investigation of real scholarship, every assault of 
atheism and infidelity, and every attempt of evil to 
blot it out from this earth; but which remains after 
some twenty centuries of such opposition unshaken 
and immovable. Or shall our faith function in the 
impossible guesses of some living mortal, whose 
guesses are unfounded on fact, and who shall live to 
see his vain fancies displaced in less than ten years 
by others just as vain? This is a question indeed that 
requires more than cursory thought. If it is to be a 
question of faith without investigation, why not ac- 
cept that which will at least bear investigation? Why 
repudiate without evidence the age-demonstrated 
things for theories that are not and never can be 
proved? 

Certainly, there is no intelligent believer in the in- 
tegrity of the Bible that resents or discourages inves- 
tigation into its claim of authority; truth will always 
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stand the light. So there can be no criticism of the au- 
thor for invading this field. The question of Bible 
chronology is an open one, and we intend to set its 
fascinating data before our readers. First of all, we 
desire to examine the chronology of Ussher, which is 
printed in the margin of the English Bible, commonly 
called the King James, or Authorized edition. This 
appelation arises from the fact that the translation 
was authorized by the reigning monarch of Great 
Britain, King James, and as a compliment to his in- 
terest in the Scripture, and in recognition of his de- 
sire that his people should have the Bible in their 
native tongue. A truly notable way to perpetuate the 
memory of a sovereign. 

This translation was a remarkable achievement, 
and a most scholarly accomplishment. The version 
thus produced was reliable, credible and trustworthy 
in the extreme, and indeed stillis. The main reasons 
for a new version are these; the accepted English 
meanings have changed considerably since 1611; 
more light has been shed on the meaning of obscure 
texts through the Koine manuscripts and the three 
ancient manuscripts—Vatican, Alexandrian, and Si- 
naitic—were discovered since. 

Since the common people had never really pos- 
sessed the Bible in a large measure before, it was the 
desire of the publishers to make this edition as help- 
ful as possible, so in the margin of the printed text 
they inserted the Ussher chronology, to aid the stu- 
dent. This is still carried as a marginal part of the 
Authorized, or King James’ Version of the Bible, and 
practically all that many students of the Word know 
about chronology of the Biblical times is derived 
from these notations of the Ussher system. 

It does not take a very critical examination of the 
text to establish the fact that the chronology, as pub- 
lished in the margin of the Bible is not inspired, but 
is full of the most glaring fallacies and contradic- 
tions. The evidence is overwhelming, and should 
make us wary concerning what man-labor we accept 
as authoritative in connection with the text of the 
Scriptures. These scholars figured out that Adam 
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must have been created about 4004 B. C., but does 
their work bear scrutiny? Let us check this marginal 
chronology in a few instances and see. 


1. IN CONNECTION WITH THE 24th CHAP- 
TER OF FIRST KINGS the marginal chronology of 
my Bible carries the single date line of 610 B. C. in 
one edition, and the single date line of 600 B. C. in 
another. Without any consideration of which I am 
to accept I reject both, on the simple examination of 
the contents of the chapter! This chapter covers an 
extensive period, and the entire life record of three 
kings is here chronicled. According to the true and 
proved date of history, the first king, Jehoikim, as- 
cended the throne in 608 B.C. The text records that 
he reigned a total period of eleven years, and was 
followed by the young Jehoiachin. His reign was 
short, lasting only three months, and in turn he was 
succeeded by Zedekiah, who also reigned a total per- 
iod of eleven years. 

These events made a term of twenty-two years 
and three months; yet they are all covered in this 
marginal chronology by the single date 610 B. C. 

Nor is this the only fallacy in this connection. Not 
only are the periods of reign of these men mentioned 
in this one chapter, (with chapter 23, verse 36) but 
the twenty-fifth chapter begins in the ninth year of 
the reign of Zedekiah. Now according to the date of 
the text in the margin when Zedekiah began to reign, 
(610 B. C.) this should make the date 601 B. C. But 
instead of that the marginal chronology gives the 
date as 593 B. C.! Here, indeed, is confusion magni- 
fied. The marginal date says Zedekiah ascended 
the throne in 610, and that the ninth year of his 
reign (according to the clear statement of the text) 
is 593, a palpable error of eight years. 


2. THE HISTORY OF THE ILL-FATED JEHO- 
IACHIN contains many glaring inaccuracies. We 
know the true date at which he went into his long 
captivity, as the text states (2 Kings 24:14) that it 
was the eighth year of the reign of the conqueror, 
Nebuchadnezzar. The text again states that he was 
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delivered from this captivity in the thirty-seventh 
year of his imprisonment, when Evil-Merodach, the 
son of Nebuchadnezzar, set him free. There can be 
no dispute here, Jehoiachin was in prison thirty-sev- 
en years. 


3. THE BOY KING JOSIAH REIGNED A TO- 
TAL OF THIRTY ONE YEARS, according to the 
statement of 2 Kings 22:1. The marginal chronology 
in the English Bible gives the date of his ascension 
to the throne as 641 B. C., and dates of his death as 
624 B. C. This gives him a chronological reign of 
only seventeen years, where the text clearly states 
that he reigned thirty-one years, thus establishing an 
error in the chronology of fourteen years. The fact 
of history is that Josiah ascended the throne in the 
latter part of the year 640 B. C., and after his tragic 
death at Meggido he was succeeded by his son Jeho- 
ahaz in 608 B. C. So that in this case the marginal 
chronology not only disagrees with its own dates, as 
well as with the text, but is found to be contrary to 
the known facts of history as well. Note also that 
after the battle of Charchemish the vassalage of Ju- 
dah was wrested from Egypt by the rising power of 
Babylon, so that in 608 B. C., the seventy years’ cap- 
tivity really began. In 603 Jehoiakim broke his oath 
of allegiance to Babylon and his land was ravished 
asaresult. This subjugation was begun in the ninth 
year of his reign, or 599 B. C., but the marginal date 
in the Bible is given as 610 B. C. In other words, 
the termination of Jehoiakim’s reign in the erroneous 
marginal chronology is two years before he really 
began to reign. There seems to be some considerable 
confusion here regarding these dates, and it gets 
worse the more we study it. 


4. MANASSAH CAME TO THE THRONE at 
the age of twelve, and he ruled for fifty years. 
(2 Chronicles 33:1. The marginal date given for his 
ascension is 698, and on the same page his death is 
recorded as 698! In other words, this chronology 
states that Manassah came to the throne in 698 B. C., 
the text states he reigned fifty years, and the margin 
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reference then dates his death as the same year he 
began to reign. On the same page, under the same 
date line, it is recorded that his son Amon followed 
Manassah as ruler, and that he reigned two years. 
Then the same page states further that Josiah fol- 
lowed Amon and reigned thirty-one years, and all 
these events are recorded as of the same year in the 
marginal chronology. Here we have eighty years of 
history plainly set forth in the text, but all under the 
date line of 698 B. C. Truly that was a most fruit- 
ful and unusual year! 


5. THE MARGINAL CHRONOLOGY NOT 
ONLY CONTRADICTS THE TEXT, but it is also in 
sharp opposition to its own statements. Confusion 
and contradiction reign here, and the student must 
exercise the utmost care. Let us note a few instances. 

The date given in the margin of 2 Chronicles the 
thirty-fourth chapter for the coronation of Josiah is 
698 B. C., and in parallel account in 2 Kings, chapter 
34, the same chronology gives the date as 641 for the 
same event. 

Again in 2 Kings, chapter 28, there is a marginal 
date of 624 B. C., for the regal advent of Jehoikim; 
and the same chronology dates the same event in the 
36th chapter of 2 Chronicles as 610. In this instance 
the marginal reference contradicts itself by fourteen 
years. 

A most notable instance of the manner in which 
the marginal chronology contradicts itself is in the 
book of Daniel. Belshazzer was the last monarch 
of the Chaldeean line to occupy the throne of Baby- 
lon. He was slain by Darius the Mede, who took the 
kingdom while this Belshazzer was reigning as reg- 
ent for his father, Nabonidus. This regent occupied 
the throne for almost three years, being slain during 
the third year. 

We note that in the eighth chapter of Daniel the 
text states it is the third year of Belshazzer. The 
marginal chronology gives the date as 555 B. C. 
According to this system of reckoning, then, Darius 
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should have a date of 555 for his first year, but on 
consulting our marginal date in chapter 9 we see that 
the first year of Darius is 558. Then again in chap- 
ter 11 the first year of Darius is given as 534, and in 
chapter 10 this same year, 534 is given as the third 
year of Darius! Here is a contradiction between the 
marginal dates of twenty-one years in this one in- 
stance! 

The dating of Belshazzer is even more contra- 
dictory than that of Darius. Chapter 8 refers to the 
last night this unhappy monarch spent on earth, and 
it is dated in the margin as 555 B. C. But chapter 5 
says the events therein recorded came in the first 
year of Belshazzer’s reign, and the marginal date is 
570. Then we also note that chapter 7 tells of the 
first year of Belshazzer, and the marginal date there 
given is 587. According to this weird and muddled 
chronology of the margin Balshazzer came to the 
throne for his first year of regency, thirty-three years 
after he died! 

These instances might be multiplied almost end- 
lessly, but we feel that sufficient has been adduced 
to show that the chronology of the margin in the 
English Bible is not acceptable to the careful student. 

THE CONCLUSION must be carefully consid- 
ered. Shall we say that the Bible, then, is not in- 
spired? Not by any manner of means; rather let us 
say that the marginal dates are erroneous; being but 
the work of human intelligence, it is subject to the 
correction of other investigators. We must pause 
right here to note, however, that wherever there is a 
date factor given in the text itself, history, science 
and scholarship will eventually establish that date as 
of infallible accuracy. 

UNFORTUNATELY FOR THE STUDENT of 
chronology, the Bible does not contain any formulat- 
ed system of dates; no matter how carefully we com- 
pile the record there is no where a systematic setting 
forth in consecutive order the events of the entire Old 
Testament. Certain dates are given, as when a refer- 
ence is casually made to some figure of history that 
is familiar from some other record. Time periods are 
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often given, and the statement that a certain king 
reigned some definite number of years, and again 
when the statement is made that it is just so many 
years between two named events, but this cannot be 
extended into a chronology. This fact is undoubted- 
ly because of the fact that the Bible is not primarily 
a book of history, but is essentially a spiritual revela- 
tion of God’s dealing with His chosen people. Occa- 
sionally, also, we come across a list of the succession 
of officials over a long term of years, and even more 
valuable are the genealogical tables that were kept 
with such punctilious accuracy as to be entirely trust- 
worthy. But even these, with the help of the lists 
of judges and kings, do not form even the basis of a 
consecutive chronology, as they are largely inserted 
to impress some spiritual lesson upon the people to 
whom that section was written. 

In the New Testament, of course, we have a defi- 
nite date fixed as the beginning of all its chronology. 
We can fix with accuracy the date of Jesus Christ; 
whose life forms the occasion of the New Testament, 
but in the Old Testament it is otherwise. When a 
book begins with the phrase, “IN THE BEGIN- 
NING;” how can a mortal man fix a starting point 
for the chronological events of such a volume? The 
reader is quickly impressed with the fact that this is 
no ordinary book of human design; it deals with 
years and cycles of years such as the span of a man’s 
life, but the Book, being supernatural in origin deals 
with periods, epochs and eternities. There is no chro- 
nological yardstick that will cover the tremendous 
span of events recorded therein. 

Creation is the starting point, then with breath- 
taking surges we are swept on to the deluge in the day 
of Noah, the call of Abraham to leave Ur of the Chal- 
dees, the Exodus of Israel from Egypt, the Captivity 
of the chosen people in Babylon, and the last cry of 
human longing in Malachi that ushers in the four 
centuries of silence. Then no more do we read the 
words of God until Jesus comes, making the full reve- 
lation of redemption. The entire Old Testament is so 
divinely constructed it is fallacy for the human to try 
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to destrict it to a chronological basis. Dates are inci- 
dental: its entire purpose is spiritual. Of course, not- 
withstanding all the foregoing, when dates do occur 
they are as infallible as the spiritual revelations, as 
has been demonstrated many times in archeological 
research. These we consider under their proper po- 
sition in the paper before us. This is the reason that 
all reliable chronologies recognize the dates of scrip- 
ture as being the highest authority whenever they 
appear, and we do not know of a careful or trust- 
worthy savant who does not so accept the few dates 
we have in the Bible. 

We must not suppose, however, that the case is 
entirely hopeless. From the time of the call of Abra- 
ham to the close of Malachi we can construct a 
chronology for the Bible that is far more accurate 
than the chronology of any other work or works cov- 
ering that same tremendous period. The chief diffi- 
culty is from the flood back to Adam, and the sec- 
ondary difficulty is in the span of time from Noah to 
Abraham. This period is covered only by geneal- 
ogies, the value of which will be considered in their 
proper place. 

THE SCIENCE OF ARCHEOLOGY has been the 
greatest aid to the study of Bible chronology we have 
ever received up to the present time. The record of 
the Old Testament covers thousands of years, touch- 
es many lands, and records the existence of innumer- 
able peoples. Many times some hopeful critic or 
amateur investigator has assailed the accuracy of the 
Bible for mentioning a race or tribe of people con- 
cerning whom history is silent, but invariably the 
Bible has been vindicated with the passing of the 
years. Now that the history of the contemporary 
people is being so fully and completely recovered, we 
have in that new source of information not only a 
vindication of the phenomenal accuracy of the Bible, 
but an aid in establishing its chronology as well. 

Where history has been silent for trouping ages, 
the record of this Book has been clear and unmistak- 
able. Who among us cannot remember the combined 
assault on the Scripture that infidelity, atheism and 
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higher criticism made on the score of the Hittite em- 
pire. For a generation and a half it was contended 
that there never was such a race of people, even 
when the ancient world that they once occupied 
teemed with their monuments, their inscriptions and 
their ruins. Egyptian records told of their existence, 
but those records then slept in the tongueless silence 
of the tombs, and had not yet been brought to light. 
There were Assyrian references to the Hittites in the 
cuneiform records, but these also had never yet been 
read. The scholars all knew that the ancient world 
was covered with evidences of some great people 
concerning whom history was silent, but none the 
less they all poked fun at the Bible for speaking of a 
Hittite empire, of which history was strangely ignor- 
ant. The laughter is silenced now by the chagrin of 
defeat, and archeology has flooded the scholarly 
world with irrefutable evidence of the existence of 
this great empire, with the records of its achieve- 
ments and conquests, and incidently wtih the vindica- 
tion of the accuracy of the blessed Book. 

It is in this same field that we get our greatest 
help in the perplexing question of chronology. The 
art of writing seems to be as ancient as the race of 
man, the critics to the contrary notwithstanding! 
It used to be contended that Moses could not have 
written the Pentateuch, as writing was not invented 
until centuries after the date of his supposed exist- 
ence, but now we know that there were libraries, 
halls of record and public schools for instruction in 
writing in Moses’ day. The most recent find at the 
present time of this writing is the tablet from Ur, 
where Abraham lived, dating back to the year 4002 
B. C., as far back of Abraham as he in turn antedates 
Christ! 

Many of the ancient races were truly interested 
in the natural sciences, and it is inevitable that they 
should have recorded certain of their observations. 
Daniel, for instance, journeyed to Babylon with the 
other Hebrew hostages, who are described as “Chil- 
dren in whom is no blemish, but well favored, and 
skillful in all wisdom, and cunning in knowledge, 
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and understanding science ...”’? These were taken 
to Babylon to school, and further instructed in the 
learning of the Chaldeans. Daniel manifests him- 
self as an astronomer of no mean ability, as a careful 
study of his text will reveal. Among the scientists 
of his day he was the recognized leader, and the sci- 
ence chiefly concerned the stars. Out of the East 
came the three wise men, who knew by their science 
of astronomy that a great event had occurred, and 
they seemed to know the time of it, as well as the 
nature. The priests of that day were all instructed 
in astronomy as well as in astrology, and it was the 
business of the chief priest to record the solstices. 
This is not surprising; in the light of their astrono- 
mical knowledge, it si inevitable that they should 
have kept records of their observations. 

Such indeed was the case, and the Chaldeans es- 
pecially kept accurate astronomical records as far 
back as 2700 B. C. They may have had such records 
even before this time, but that is the earliest one that. 
has been recovered to date. These records, in the 
case of the Chaldeans, consisted of time and date 
records concerning meteors, comets, and solar and 
lunar eclipses. The Egyptian records are not nearly - 
so accurate, as they kept only a record of the solstice. 
These records, especially as to the eclipse data, are 
absolutely priceless, being subject to scientific scruti- 
ny and proof. 

This is absolutely essential in the light of the 
Oriental character. Prone to extensive exaggeration 
about almost any subject, they are especially apt to 
exaggerate as to antiquity. Longevity is a sign of 
merit to them, and an ancient genealogy more preci- 
ous than rubies. It behooves the scholar to scrutinize 
most carefully any record found in ancient deposits, 
for many errors of chronology. Thus, when Nabo- 
nidus, the son of the famous Nebuchadnezzar was 
excavating the early temple left by Narum-sin, he 
left a long record of his work ascribing to Narum-sin 
the antiquity of 3,200 years precedence! Now add 
to the time of Nabonidus’ reign (555 B. C.) the three 
thousand two hundred years he claims for Narum- 
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sin, and that gives for the latter a date of 3750 B. 
G.; an exaggeration of 1800 years. The guileless and 
gullible critics fell into this trap, and accepted this 
as an. accurate chronological starting point for Chal- 
dean antiquity, but learned their mistake after more 
information came to light. It is interesting, in this 
connection to notice the most peculiar type of intelli- 
gence displayed by the critic, who automatically re- 
jects the Bible, even when it is proved to be true, but 
accepts at its face value every wild statement of an- 
cient Oriental liars! 

So we will refer in this paper only to the archeo- 
logical records that can be checked by known and 
proved facts, or to such as are susceptible of scientific 
demonstration. Such evidence is that produced 
in the Babylonian tablet, as quoted by Dr. William 
Bell Dawson, in his pamplet “The Antiquity of Man 
and the Chronology of the Bible.” (Which see.) The 
translation of this valuable tablet is as follows: 


“In the seventh year of Cambyses, between 
the seventeenth and eighteenth of Phamnoth, 
at one hour before midnight, the moon was 
eclipsed at Babylon by half its diameter on the 
north.” 


This is a record of scientific accuracy, and thus of 
unusual value. It is a well known fact, that if the as- 
tronomer is given the geographical location of an 
eclipse, and the approximate time, he can set the 
year at which that eclipse occurred with infallible 
accuracy. So, science scrutinizes this record, and we 
find that there was such an eclipse visible at Babylon, 
at 11 o’clock p. m., July 16, 522 B. C. According to 
the record of the tablet, this was the seventh year of 
the reign of Cambyses, so that monarch ascended his 
throne in the year 529. This date is again checked 
against available records, and we find that the father 
of Cambyses, Cyprus, (who was in turn the son of 
Cambyses, king of Persia, and the nephew. of Cyax- 
ares, king of the Medes. This Cyaxares was the 
“Darius” named in Daniel,) was killed in battle 529 
B. C., so we have then an accurate date for one per- 
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iod of Old Testament chronology, and a checking 
point for several others. 

The question of the date of Creation may be inter- 
esting, we would like extremely well to know the 
date of Adam’s creation, the date of the deluge and 
many others: but of all important dates of the Scrip- 
ture this one is the most essential! This one find 
alone establishes beyond any possible question the 
date of the writing prophets, who foretold the com- 
ing of Jesus Christ! All other interests of chronology 
sink into insignificance compared to this: that arch- 
eology and astronomy combine to accredit the super- 
natural nature of the prophecies concerning the 
Saviour is the outstanding wonder of this age of sci- 
ence and research. 

Using this accredited date, then, as a starting 
point against which others may be checked, we can 
locate with accuracy the time of the reign of every 
Hebrew king from the last one, the ill-fated Zede- 
kiah, back to the very first, the mighty Saul. In or- 
der to show how these dates check one against the 
other to form a reliable record, we must correlate 
the dynasties of Judah with those of Israel, during 
the period when the Hebrew people were a divided 
kingdom. The chronological chart of the Regal Per- 
iod of Israel, given here for the purpose of compar- 
ison, is a harmonized chronology made from the 
Scriptures, and from the archeological data bearing 
thereon. In comparing this chart with the records 
of the length of the reign of certain kings, as given 
in the Biblical record, the student must remember 
that sometimes the period of time during which a 
certain king was acting as regent for his predecessor 
is incorporated in the total of the entire sovereignty 
of that man. If this point is overlooked, we will find 
that a certain king appears to present a contradiction 
to the record. As in the case of Ahaz, who was 
crowned in 734, B. C. He is said to have reigned 
twelve years, but he received the crown in 734 B. C., 
at the death of Jotham, and he died in the year 729 
B. C. That would make a period of only six years, 
where the record says he reigned twelve. The appar- 
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CHART TWO 











Section A 
Citation Hebrew Septuagint 
Years 

Genesis 21: 5 Abraham, from the time he 

left Ur until birth of Isaac 25 25 
Genesis — 25:26 Isaac ..--cmescecnnesscneereeensseeeseenne 60 60 
Exodus 12:40, 41 
Genesis 47:9 Jacob, at time he eatered 
Exodus 12:40,41 Egypt.-—...... 130 130 
Galatians 3:17 Children o 430 215 
Septuagint 

Total for this period... 645 430 


Section B. From the Flood to Call of Abraham. 





Hebrew Septuagint Samaritan 
























Years Years Years 

Shem, after WE flood.__..... 2 2 2 
Arphaxed 35 135 135 
Cainan the s 130 
Salah 30 130 130 
Heber .—. 34 134 134 
Peleg 30 130 130 
Reu ....... 32 132 132 
Serug ——. 30 130 130 
Nahor . 4) 179 79 
Tera ee 130 130 130 
Abraham, age at Call... 75 75 75 

Total for this period... 427 1307 1077 

Section C. From Adam to the Flood. 
Hebrew Septuagint 
Years Years 

PA a tra nena eres = ener 130 230 
Seth... s 105 205 
Enos... = 90 190 
Cainan ..._... ae 70 170 
Mahalaleel... 65 165 
Jared... ~_— ‘ 162 162 
Enoch... 65 165 
Methuselah... 187 187 
MLW I 182 188 
Noah, at time of the Flood._.._______......... 600 600 

Total for this period... -rmcsecemveeme—— 1656 2262 
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ent contradiction solves itself in the light of the fact 
that he was made regent in 741 B. C., and the years 
of his regency are counted in with his reign. 

But by referring to chart number one, the reader 
can see at a glance the date of the various kings in 
the entire regal period. There will appear certain 
other discrepencies, at first sight, but a careful 
analysis will solve most of them, if not all. 

There are, of course, certain other archeological 
records that are also an equally good aid to the es- 
tablishment of a credible Bible chronology. There 
is no question in the mind of any historical authority 
as to the reality of the great Cyrus; he is firmly estab- 
lished. He appears in the text of the Bible exactly 
twenty-two times; and every time his name appears 
we have an absolutely reliable and credible manner 
and method of checking the date of that particular 
reference. This of course does not apply to the 
prophet Isaiah’s reference to the coming birth of the 
conqueror, as that utterance is clearly defined as a 
true prophecy of a coming event, and was spoken 
many generations before the event came to pass. 

The birth date of Cyrus is shrouded in some am- 
biguity, but it is fairly well established as about 600 
B.C. He was an Elamite prince, son of King Camby- 
ses, and as he named his own son Cambyses in turn, 
it is most essential to carefully distinguish between 
the second Cambyses, the monarch of the third gen- 
eration. But after his period of conquest begins we 
are no longer in doubt as to the date of any import- 
ant period, so for purposes of chronology the birth 
date is relatively unimportant. 

Cyrus successfully established his supremacy over 
Elam and Persia in the year 556 B. C., he united Per- 
sia and Media 550 B. C., and defeated Croesus of 
Lydia in 545 B. C. He captured Babylon in 538 B. C., 
and two years later signed the decree that sent the 
Jews back to Jerusalem, to rebuild the temple and 
prepare the land for the coming of Christ. Thus we 
have an adequate and reliable check on the date 
factors of Ezra, Nehemiah, Daniel, Haggai, Zechari- 
ah and Malachi. 


19 


Cyrus himself has left us a record of this period, 
particularly in the famous “Annalistic tablet’ where- 
on he refers to his action in returning to their native 
land all the various peoples that the Babylonian con- 
querers had carried away captives. He gives a list 
of these people, and tells of the gods he returned 
with them. Of the Jews he says, that as they wor- 
shipped no idols, but served the true God of heaven, 
he returned only the temple vessels that were used 
in their services of worship. He also acknowledges 
his belief in the God of Israel, and recognizes Him as 
the one true God. The career of Cyrus ends with his 
death in 529 B. C., and his son Cambyses takes his 
throne. The record of Cambyses’ establishment in 
archeology we have already reviewed, so we thus 
see an ample check on the dates of this period. 

The regal period, then, adjusts itself in a credi- 

“ble manner, and our next step is to date the record of 
events carefully in the span of time from Solomon 
back to the Exodus from Egypt. At first thought it 
would seem easy, as we have the statement in First 
Kings, sixth chapter and first verse: ‘“‘And it came to 
pass in the four hundred and eightieth year after the 
Children of Israel were come out of the land of 
Egypt, in the fourth year of Solomon’s reign over 
Israel, in the month Zif, which is the second month, 
that he began to build the house of the Lord.” 

There is a discrepancy here that takes some study 
to reconcile. This statement that it was four hun- 
dred and eighty years after the Exodus must be an- 
alyzed very carefully in the light of the Biblical his- 
tory as recorded in the books of Judges and Samuel. 
These books are likewise inspired, they too are the 
word of God. And when we add together the rec- 
ords of the events in these three books, we find that 
they total not four hundred and eighty years, but five 
hundred and ninety-four years. Where then is the 
mistake? Thereisnone! Weare here given a brief 
glimpse into the method of God’s reckoning, for we 
find that in the times covered in these above men- 
tioned books of Judges and Samuel, there were ex- 
actly one hundred and fourteen years when Israel 
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was apostate to God, and served foreign masters. 
In God’s chronology, dealing with the faithful peo- 
ple, He counts out of His reckoning these years of 
apostasy, and totals only the years Israel is faithful 
to Him. This of course is for purely spiritual rea- 
sons, as the Book is given for that purpose rather 
than for a historical text; but in checking the chro- 
nology of the times it is the historical we must deal 
with rather than the spiritual. 

So we add to the date of Solomon the five hun- 
dred and ninety-four years, the period covered in the 
Wandering and the Joshua conquests, and that gives 
us for the date of the actual departure from Egypt, 
the year 1649 B. C. That this is not a unanimous 
date is shown by the chronologist’s lack of agreement 
on this point, as this table will show: 






RRabbins peste B. C. 1314 
Eusebius .. = 1512 
Bede ........ J: 1499 
. Ussher ... a 1491 
-Bengel ... _ 1497 
Hales". 0. ios eee 1648 


There is thus plenty of room for scholarly dis- 
agreement, but the entire history of chronology is 
that above all else, and we believe that a careful 
check will establish the Exodus as occurring in the 
year given above, B. C. 1649. 

The next period is comparatively simple; as it cov- 
ers the lapse of time spent by the children of Israel 
in the land of Egypt, with the times of the three 
Patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. Abraham was 
seventy-five when he left Ur of the Chaldees, but the 
time of his sojourning in Ur is counted in with the 
period from Noah to Abraham. After he left Ur 
twenty-five years sped by before the birth of Isaac. 
Then we have sixty years between Isaac and Jacob, 
together with the fact that Jacob was one hundred 
and thirty years old when Israel entered Egypt. Ac- 
cepting the scripture statement that the People dwelt 
there in Egypt four hundred and thirty years, (f. c. 
Exodus 12:40, 41: Galatians 3:17) we have for this 
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entire period six hundred and forty-five years. 

Adding this period to the date of the Exodus, 
1648 B. G., we are now back in antiquity at the year 
B. C. 2293, for the time of Abraham’s departure from 
Ur to become the father of a new and a mighty 
nation. 

PERHAPS THE STUDENT OF CHRONOLOGY 
HAS THOUGHT HIS TASK COMPLICATED up to 
this point, but certainly there can be no doubt of it 
from here on back. Due to the peculiar lack of har- 
mony between the Hebrew text in its present form, 
and the text of the Septuagint, there is a chronolog- 
ical condition that is almost chaotic. In almost any 
other question the careful student would be inclined 
to agree with the Hebrew text where ever it differs 
from the Septuagint, but in the matter at issue, that 
is, the date factor; it is almost imperative that we 
accept the statements of the Septuagint, by prefer- 
ence. 

The discrepancies that occur in comparison of the 
two manuscripts are comparatively insignificant in 
any other matter, but there is no possible manner of 
reconciling the chronology of the Septuagint and 
the Hebrew text, as they differ a matter of twelve 
hundred and fifty six years between Abraham and 
Adam! Itis not to be supposed, however, that either 
manuscript gives us a definite date for any event, it 
is a matter of deduction in either case. The text con- 
tains no date factors prior to Abraham except the 
genealogies of the Patriarchs, and the usual proceed- 
ure has been to establish the age of each man in turn 
at the birth of his first son, and add all these ages 
together for a chronology of the period under in- 
vestigation. 

In doing this, however, we must remember cer- 
tain peculiarities of Hebrew genealogy. One of these 
is the fact that a certain man is sometimes spoken 
of as the son of his great grand father! thus skipping 
two generations. We note that Jesus is called “the 
son of David”; but He was many, many generations 
removed. Again, the husband of a woman may be 
called the son of her father if he had no sons to carry 
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on the family name, as in the case of Joseph, the 
husband of Mary, who is called in Luke’s genealogy 
the son of Heli. The father of Joseph was Jacob. Heli 
was Mary’s father, so that Joseph was his son-in- 
law. But acording to Hebrew methods of genealogy 
it is absolutely right to list Joseph, in this case, as 
the son of Heli. 

There is another point that we must stress in this 
regard, and that is the incontrovertible fact that we 
cannot thus establish the exact date of the creation 
of Adam. Nor of the creation of the world as re- 
corded in the first chapter of Genesis; these records 
were not given to us for that purpose. It will be ap- 
parent, however, as we go along, that this date could 
NOT have been the traditional 4004 B. C. It is folly 
to seek thus to establish Creation’s date, as is mani- 
fested by the list of such dates presented by Angus- 
Green; consisting of no less than 140 different dates 
for this stupendous event! 

Prior to the time of the rejection of Jesus Christ 
by the Jewish people, and their subsequent cruci- 
fixion of their Messiah, the Hebrew text was abso- 
lutely unassailable. The text was sacred, precious, 
sacrosanct; and the copies in existence were guarded 
with more fanatical devotion to their safety than oth- 
er peoples lavished upon the temples of their gods. 
There existed a sect called the Massoretes, whose 
sole purpose in living was to guard the text, and they 
had subjected it to a most amazing and scientific 
analysis. 

They could tell you how many times every letter 
of the Hebrew alphabet appeared in Isaiah, in Gen- 
esis, in any other book of the Old Testament, or in the 
entire volume. They could tell you how many times 
any word in the Hebrew vocabulary appeared in any 
book or in all the books and when a new copy was 
made they counted not only the words, but the very 
letters as well to assure the purity of the text. So 
there was no opportunity for carelessness or malice 
to change the text of the old Hebrew volumes; that 
text was guarded as more precious than the blood 
of kings! 
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There came the time, however, when the Hebrew 
language was no longer spoken by a large mass of 
the Hebrew people. The universal language, Greek, 
had displaced it in common usage, and the Hebrew 
text was a closed volume to the mass of the people. 
Under the urge of this emergency the old text was 
translated into the Greek language, and this new 
translation was called the “Septuagint” version of 
the Scripture. This name is derived from the early 
tradition that the translation was made by seventy 
rabbis, and the version is generally known as the 
“Seventy,” or “LXX.” 

It seems most probable that this work was started 
in about the year 280 B. C., and took almost a hun- 
dred years to complete. The work was done slowly 
and carefully, and no pains were spared to make it 
conform with fidelity to the accepted text of the 
Hebrew. It was subject to the early scrutiny of 
trained, critical scholars, and seems to have passed 
muster with their approval, with certain minor and 
inconsequent criticisms. It was accepted by Josephus, 
and was the Bible of the educated Jew in the day of 
Christ. That it was also accepted by the Apostles 
there can be no question, as the New Testament 
quotes extensively from this version of the Old. All 
the early Church Fathers comment on it with favor, 
and the weight of the evidence is that the Septuagint 
version was a faithful, accurate and reliable trans- 
lation from the ancient Hebrew text. 

It seems important to establish this fact, as there 
is a glaring discrepancy between the Hebrew text as 
it is now, and the Septuagint as it has always been! 
What is this difference; where did it occur, whose 
hand wrought it, and why was it brought to pass? 
Certainly this departure from the Hebrew was not 
made at the time of translation, or the able author- 
ities and zealots of that day would have discovered 
it instantly. But all through the years from its trans- 
lation to the dawn of the Earth’s crisis hour, the 
Septuagint held undisputed sway, the accepted ver- 
sion. 

THEN CAME THE GREATEST HOUR IN THE 
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HISTORY OF THE EARTH. Jesus Christ was born 
among men. What a simple statement that is to 
make: but what a profound effect that event has had 
upon the history of men! God was manifested among 
men; He came to be the Saviour and Messiah of Is- 
rael and died to be the Redeemer of all the world. 
The tragedy of Calvary can be attributed to one 
great political factor: The Lord Jesus Christ was un- 
acceptable to the political and ecclesiastical leaders 
of Israel. What did it matter to their bigotry, arro- 
gance, pride and ignorance that He proved His Diety 
again and again? Even though He raised the dead 
and brought life from the tomb, they refused to ac- 
cept His claims. What did it matter if He command- 
ed the winds and the waves? Let other men ask, 
“What manner of man is this! that the laws and for- 
ces of Nature obey Him!” bigotry still blinded their 
hearts. Though He turned the water into wine, 
opened the eyes of the blind, caused the lame to leap 
in wholeness of life and limb; they still rejected the 
very evidence of their senses, and denied the God 
they saw in action. HE FULFILLED EVERY PRO- 
PHETIC SCRIPTURE of the coming of Messiah that 
the Old Testament contained; yet in spite of all this, 
sin and hate so affected the leaders of the people 
that they crucified Him. It is a matter of record that 
these priests and leaders were so driven by their hat- 
red and animosity that they met and deliberated 
again and again how they might safely murder Him. 
Their final plan was their greatest attempt: THE 
PRIESTS AND THE LEADERS hired certain degen- 
erates to commit perjury and testify against Him. 
Then, in the greatest travesty of Justice the earth 
ever saw, the court that had hired the perjurers sol- 
emnly sat and listened to the lies the court had paid 
the liars to repeat, and condemned their Messiah to 
death! 

“On our heads be the blood of this man!” The 
Omnipotent God heard that cry, and a few years 
later Titus ravished their city, and upon the heads 
of the murderers of Messiah, Jesus’ blood fell. Their 
children are still under the fearful condemnation of 
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that blood, and will so remain until they return as 
a people to the Holy One of Zion, whom in blindness 
and sin they crucified. 

There was no length to which these leaders 
would not go to embarrass and silence this great 
Teacher, and fiercer than ever flamed their anger 
when He openly rebuked their sin and condemned 
them for leaving the people in blindness, when they 
had the Word of God. More precious than the words 
of God had become their own vain traditions, and to 
shut His mouth they slew Him. 

WHAT CONSTERNATION FILLED THEIR 
HEARTS WHEN THEY LEARNED THREE DAYS 
LATER HAD HE HAD RISEN FROM THE DEAD! 
It seems to our enlightened minds that even such 
hatred as theirs must have been appalled at this evi- 
dence of Diety; but so far had they gone on the road 
of rejection they felt they must justify their course. 
To this end, then, they aagin resorted to perjury, 
and with the sacred funds of God’s temple, of which 
they were the custodians, they bribed the soldiers to 
testify that the Disciples of Jesus stole His body 
while they, the watch, slept. It is evident they bribed 
the higher officials as well, and persuaded them to 
accept this story without investigation but who is 
there among the students of history who have else- 
where heard of an entire Roman watch, all asleep 
at the post of duty at one and the same time? 

What a frightful list of godless deeds! Is it to be 
expected that such “leaders” would hesitate at one 
more outrage to accomplish their desired purpose? 
It passes the bounds of possibility that any other 
thing should be allowed to frustrate them now: as 
they are in too deep to hesitate at any lesser deed. 
So when the Disciples of Jesus began to agitate His 
claims to the high and sacred office of Messiah, their 
hearts were indeed pricked within their bosom, and 
they sought by all means to stop the mouths of these 
bold preachers. To them the emboldened disciples 
merely replied “YE HAVE CRICUIFIED THE LORD 
OF GLORY!”, and sought to prove their charge of 
murder. 


26 


Among the arguments brought forth by the disci- 
ples was the old tradition of the prophecy of the 
House of Elias. This was that the Saviour would 
come in the sixth millenium of human history, or 
about Anno Mundi 6000. This date they claimed had 
now been reached, and Jesus had appeared at just 
the time Messiah was to be expected. To answer 
this argument the priests had just one possible meth- 
od; they changed the Sacred Record! This of course, 
was easy to do, as practically all the Hebrew copies 
were in their hands. Remember, before you say that 
the custodians of the sacred Book would never dare 
this blasphemy, that they had already done ten thou- 
sand fold worse. Why should they hesitate to change 
the word of God, who had just murdered the Son of 
God? 

They changed the records. This change applies 
to the Hebrew version alone, as they could not touch 
the Greek manuscripts: they were too numerous and 
too widely scattered, as well as too well known. But 
the Hebrew texts were practically, if not entirely, in 
their keeping, and they who were the enemies of 
the Messiah and Saviour sought to discredit Him by 
changing the dates of the Patriarchal Period. 

So in the discrepancy that exists between the 
Septuagint and the Hebrew, the weight of credibility 
is overwhelmingly in favor of the Septuagint. In this 
chronology, then, and for these reasons, we will fol- 
low the record of the accepted Greek text. If the 
reader will refer to Chart Two, a glance will be suffi- 
cient to see how the two differ. The evidence of in- 
tent is shown very clearly in the mechanical manner 
in which one hundred years is uniformly lopped off 
the age of each patriarch in a majority of cases. 
Since the age of the patriarch at the birth of his first 
son is only used for chronological purposes, the rec- 
ord is somewhat rectified in the amended Hebrew 
text by adding a hundred years to the age of each 
man after the birth of his son, so that the total ages 
of all of them at the time of their death harmonizes 
with the Septuagint. Study Chart Two carefully, and 
see how this company of degenerate priestly murder- 
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ers took exactly one thousand, two hundred and fifty- 
six years off antiquity, to satisfy their hate and just- 
ify their conduct. 

With the record of the Septuagint and the He- 
brew we are comparing the chronology deduced 
from the Samarian Pentateuch, merely for the pur- 
pose of reference. This is an ancient document, of 
which many copies are now in existence. Its value 
is incalculable as a check on other existing manu- 
scripts, as it was probably taken to Samaria shortly 
after the time of the division of the kingdom. It is 
written in the old style letters, and is a highly cred- 
ible document. It agrees with the chronology of the 
Septuagint in every point except two, one being the 
presence of Cainan in the genealogy, and the other 
being the age of Nahor. The Septuagint gives as the 
age of Nahor one hundred seventy-nine years, the 
Hebrew gives twenty-nine years, and the Samari- 
tan gives seventy-nine. 

In his chronology, Josephus accepts the Septua- 
gint in all except the age of Lamech. Here we note 
that the Hebrew and Greek are only six years apart, 
so the discrepancy is a small one. The reason for 
Josephus’ acceptance is two-fold; first, the Hebrew 
bears evidence of tampering that would be impossi- 
ble in the Greek text; secondly, the longer chronol- 
ogy is the most credible. 

If we accept the short chronology of the Hebrew 
text, which gives us only four hundred and twenty- 
seven years from the deluge to Abraham, we are 
faced with the tremendous difficulty of explaining 
how the population of the earth was so abundant in 
so short atime! With only the family of Noah to re- 
people the earth, we have the record in Abraham’s 
day calling the roll of empires, dynasties and leagues 
of nations of tremendous populations. A mighty 
multiplication of population extended from India, 
Assyria, Ethiopa, to Egypt and Greece. The marvel- 
ous organizations of the tremendous monarchies of 
Egypt, Nineveh and Babylon had waxed and reached 
the crest of a tremendous sway. The Hebrew text, 
as amended by the enemies of our Lord says all this 
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took place in the brief span of four and a quarter 
centuries: the chronology of the Septuagint is more 
reasonable, in that it allows a thousand and three 
hundred and seven years for this cycle of events. 
Refer again to Chart Two, and confirm these state- 
ments. 

To the date of the call of Abraham, as established 
above, namely B. C. 2393, we add the period from 
the Deluge to the call, a span of thirteen hundred 
and seven years, and we have for the date of the 
flood B. C. 3600. 

FROM NOAH BACK TO ADAM is the last stage 
of our attempted computation, and according to the 
record we accept it is two thousand, two hundred 
and sixty years. By referring to Chart Three the 
reader can see how this figure is computed, and 
again check the discrepancy. In this case the Sa- 
maritan is at varience with both the Hebrew and the 
Greek text, as it gives a period of thirteen hundred 
and seven years from Adam to the deluge, as against 
sixteen hundred and fifty-six for the Hebrew text, 
and twenty-two hundred and sixty-two for the Greek. 
In this welter of confusion we find it advisable to 
stick to the Septuagint and accept its figures as the 
most accurate. 

Then we add this figure, 2262 years to the accept- 
able date of the flood, B. C. 3600, and we have the 
probable date for Adam as B. C. 5862, instead of the 
traditional 4004 B. C. But please, please note that we 
said the probable date. The author who becomes 
dogmatic on this question is either colossally ignorant 
or superbly egotistical and self-satisfied, and we have 
no desire to classify in either catagory! 

It may be of value to the reader, for the sake of 
quickly summarizing this matter, to simply. list a few 
important dates as they have been set forth in this 
paper. The outstanding events shown in the table 
on the following page will suffice to give the great 
incidents, that we desire often to correlate with each 
other, and may thus quickly do so. 


Probable date of Adam, (not later than) 5862 B. C. 
Probable Date of the Flood.............-.....- 3600 
Abraham left Ur of the Chaldees.......... 2293 
The Exodus from Egypt............ 
The Coronation of Solomon... 






Cyrus Signs the Decree of Restoration... 536 


The Temple Dedicated.....................----- 515 
Esther Becomes Queen Under Xerxes.. 478 
Ezra Visits Jerusalem..............-.-.---------- 458 
Nehemiah Commissioned Governor of 
PVCTUSA LO Tn serene corseneenccceeesecce 446 
Malachi Closes the Period of Inspired 
NVVAYL GUT ener ccc cee ceereceacncnccnene 432 
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The period of silence now falls upon the sacred 
Book, and the voice of God is heard no more in in- 
spired revelation until John appears, as the forerun- 
ner of Jesus. In that long period of time the Jews 
had only the writen records to guide their conduct, 
and in this epoch their veneration for these writings 
multiplied. The canon was gathered in these silent 
years, and the world waited with hushed breath for 
the pregnant hour of the Advent. The date of that 
Blessed Appearance we can fix with comparative ac- 
curacy; it is the period before Christ that so 
baffles us. 

Secular aids are not entirely wanting, as there 
are many canons of chronological eras preserved to 
us from antiquity, and recovered by archeology. A 
short list of the most important of these is here ap- 
pended, for the use of the student who might find 
aid in them. 


a. The Assyrian Canon. 
Consists largely of lists of officers appointed an- 
nually from 893 B. C. to 659 B. C. This is the 
most ancient, and the most valuable, as it con- 
tains references to eclipse data that are abso- 
lutely reliable. 


b. The Babylonian Era of Nebonassar. 
Extends from B. C. 747 to 147. 


c. The Canon of Utolomy. 
Begins with the reign of Nebonassar, and ex- 
tends to B. C. 187. This is the most accurate 
chronology of antiquity, and has been repeated- 
ly tested and found practically perfect. It is a 
valuable aid to the Biblical chronologer. 


d. The Olympiads. 
Four year periods carefully kept by the Greeks, 
beginning B. C. 776, and a most reliable source 
of date information. 


We have sought to carefully check all the dates 
in this paper with every reliable source of references, 
and we can only hope that this work will be of some 
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aid to the Bible student and teacher. At any rate, we 
are convinced that we have set forth herein sufficient 
evidence that we do not need to be alarmed at the 
findings of civilization prior to the year 4004 B. C., as 
the sons of Adam had by that time been on the earth 
at least a period of one thousand eight hundred and 
fifty-eight years at the very minimum estimate! 

That civilizations might rise and fall in that time 
we know from history since, and from the records 
of nations that are alive today. When we note the 
progress, development, culture and increase of popu- 
lation in North America in the short span of two 
hundred and fifty years, what might not have hap- 
pened in some seven or eight times that length of 

me! 

Again, we desire to call the readers’ attention to 
the amazing antiquity of the Book we are interested 
in. It covers a span of history of practically eight 
thousand years, and tells of events that occurred 
even before Man appeared! Its records are credible, 
its lessons are essential, and its presence in our cult- 
ure today has been the deciding factor in our na- 
tional development and international dominion. 

In spite of the vain theories of antiquity that fev- 
ered imaginations may advance against the accuracy 
of this Book, let us cling fast to that which has been 
proved, and that has so successfully weathered the 
storms of time. 
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